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The last ten annuaI Gallup Polls oh -education have conc]udethhat

‘ jﬁ student discip]ﬁne is the concern he]d most frequently about U.S. education.

Over the past fifteen years, 1n excess of two hundred books, art1c]es, and

—

» A ]
papers have been published in the Un1ted States alone dealing. w1th various

_aspects of student discipline. Atuthe-same time, however, there appears to.

_be very 1ittle research-based objective tnformation avai]able‘to indicate

19 !

*.‘I ‘what student dtscip1jne.brob]ems are actually being faced by educators in

-

“the field.

.The purpose of thjs‘paper is toioresent the findings'of a study con-

1 : .

ducted by the authors to determ1ne the fo]]ow1nq
1. What spec1f1c student behav1ors are perceived by teachers and

) adm1n1strators to be prob]ems in student d1sc1p]1ne as opposed

»

' - : to other kinds of prob]ems?

2; How frequently do these identified discipline problems occur in

-

Indiana schools? -

13, How serjous do teachers and administratorslperceive the identified'

N

vstudent dfscipline problems to be?
A

4. ~How much do the identified discipline prob]ems interfere with the

_ . .
R
]earvj:g environment as perce1ved by teachers and administrators.

Ca .
-~ ‘l

7 ,“ ~ The, f1nd1ngs of the study are limited to Indiana publit secondary schoo1s

_and shou]d not be qenera11zed to w1der popu]at1ons on the basis of th1s survey
. \Ta B . . 4

alone. , ) B

-

K&\- Related fiterature
Probably the most author1tat1ve study on student d1sc1p11ne in the United

States dur1ng th1s century is the work by w1ckman (]929) done in the M1nneapol1s

gnd C1éveland school systems. ,Ha.ﬁomp1]ed a list of4f1fty specif1c ohserved




.

i undes1rab]e student behav1ors co]]sct1ng data.on frequency of occurrence
t and on level of percelved ser1ousness from teachers .in those school systems

: chkman S, work-rema1ns to this day one of very few emp1r1ca] studies” dealing
' :Tth stydent d1sc1p]1ne
‘ ; . ’ An extens1ve 1ibrary and computer search of mpre current educational ;
h ]1terature%resu1ted in a great.many items dea]1ng in onecnay or another w1th

¢

the broad construct of student discipline. Unfortunate1y, almost all of the -,
pub]ications merely refleoted the tenets of psycholog1ca] or learning theor1es

a or the persona] exper1ences of’ the wr1ters Many of the works cited only a .

N -
N i

' few spec1f1c student :}Sbehav1ors or: categor1es of misbehaviors, suggesting
", ' poss1b]e strateg1es for cop1nq with such problems. Other pub11cat1on$ af fered
' !

general strateq1es for teachers to use in dealing w1th or avo1d1ng unspecified

-

‘ student discipline prob]ems A The cftat1ons which fn]1nw wore se]ectqg to .

S [
present a representa@tive picture of the types of works that have been p

9

lished in recent years on th1s subJect
Ty

In a series of art1c1es on d1sc1p]1ne, the Nat1ona] Educat1on Assoo1a—

t1oﬁ (1969~§pre9ents a number of hypothet1ca1 c]assroom 1nc1dents or d1s—
\A“' c1p11ne problems. A "typical incident" is ¢1ven, fo]]owed by an ana]ys1s
- and proposed solutdon offered by an authoratat1ve 1nd1v1dua1 There ‘is’ no, _—
effort to ascerta1n what'behav1ors actual]y ex1st or how they are perceived

. }
by teachers but rather the assumpt1on is made that the behav1ors treated are

representat1ve of prob]ems in the f1e1d o , . ,
. -StilT »ther: treatment of d1sc1p]1ne behaviors is a Self- D1rect1ve Day
’ as descr1bed by Colver and Richter (197]) *Dur1ng ‘Self-Directive Qgy, a. ' (/

! . student s1gns*a “contract" in which he agrees to attend all schedu1ed c]asses

and homeroom, obey a]] laws, refrain frpm vanda11sm, smok1ng, the misuse of

o drugs and other-act1v1t1es which m1ght be d1srupt1ve ‘to the educat1on process.
A . . B ,-.. N . . ) .®
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¢
‘Stiavelli and Sykes (1972) describe'a‘qujdanoe clinic;proqram based on:
behavior modification theory and positive reﬁnforcement estab]ishedfto pro-
vide an alternative to the rout1ne prosedure for dealing with c¢isruptive -’
/students pr1mar11y 1mpu1s1ve anger. Th1s is the only d1sc1p]1ne behavior”
d1scussed since the thrust of their. art1c1e dea]s with the treatment rather
than fhe‘prob]em. v ~ | |
Mikulsky (1976) presents a very detailed, annotated bibliography on
discipline in the schools. HoWever- the fiﬁe’topic areas he covers: k]f the
re]at1onsh1p b ween d1sc1p]1ne and learning; (2) att1tudes toward behav1or
| prob]éms and d1sc1p]1ne, (3) corpora] pun1shment, (4) the ro]e of the discip-
.]1nar1an, and (5) solutions to d1st1pﬂnne prob]ems (1nc1ud1ng behav1or modifi-
- cat1ons, the role of the teacher and ‘programs and-systems for 1mproy1ng d1s-
fc1p11ne), do not include works 1dent1fy1ng the spec1f1c d1sc1p11ne behav1ors
. of which the five areas'are concerned In addition, in the entire work there 5
are on]y two references wh1ch deal with the 1dent1f1cat1on and ranking of a y

quant1ty of behav1ors an terms of their ser1ousness and 1mportance

2

t Hollomon (1976) askeg teachers to 11st and describe .in descending order
“no.more than three behaviors they perce1ved to be most unacceptab1e in the
! \\\5;_classroom Those behaviors’ requested were to be only those which 1nterferred
k w1th the teacher The teachers were also asked to descr1be in 3%scendtng

i ‘

“order, no more than three techn1ques they judged to be most effective in

_dealing with the three .behaviors. '-

The Nat1ona1}Educat1on Assoc1at1on (1976) conducted a nat1onw1de survey
.of pub11c school teachers to determ1ne what teachers fee] about d1sc1p]ine

and v1o]ence in the-schools. The survey showed that student v1o]ence and
> \ .
phys1ca] attacks on teachers were two of the more 1mportant prob]ems Other y .

behaviors concern1ng teachers were 1mpert1nence and discourtesty,.theft

e - K . B :
\ ' . , ‘ .

" L’
)
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not’ 1dent1f1ed by the/author ', o | =

’ ) LY

(small), destruction’of school pnoperty, theft (1arqe), carrying dangerods'
neapons and'rape. The report‘gave,the results of the freguency of o€currence
for these behav1ors but did not 1¥st what other behav1ors were. identified.

" Lambert (1976) discusses behav1or c "nics used in an urban-rural area of

five secondary schooT”‘as substitutes for suspens1on " Some m1sbehav1ors
M}

wh1ch can lead to placement in the behavior clinic are: truancy, fighting,
GSe of obscene ]anguage smok1ng, and d1srespegtfufness By means of two

rating scales, one-for_teachers and one for students, she determined that both
A '

.
~

and ‘beneficial.

Grﬂggs (]977) concludes an artigle on c]assroom management with .nine
pr1nc1p1es she advocates as be1nq essent1a1 to he1p1ng students become d1s/
<

%ﬁp]1ned Without ser1ous quest1on ‘the pr1nc1p]es are 1mportant (&eﬂ]-

=

¥
: fouhded on psycho]og1ca] pr1nc1p]es, and reflect a teacher s desire toiiden- -

.tify means of_: successfu]]y coping With d1sd1p]1ne prob]ems in the c]assroom

However, the article proposes a treatment for general discipline problems

-

Sanders (1977) offers another work advocat1nq the 1mportance of class™-

)

room discipline and offers suggest1ons that may be helpful to teachers

I

' fac1ng d1sc1p]1ne prob]ems in genera] Proceeding on the assumption that

pup1]s must be tauqht discipline, the author discusses ways of modifyin “the -

c]assroom env1ronment and suggests ways to direct and encourage p p1ls to

H

acceptab]e behav1or

v

t Gorton (1977) offers some means of hand11nq d1sc1p11ne Qrob]ems with

.

Wonpunitive measures such as: 1nvo]v1ng all available pup1]-serv1ces per-

- sonnel, behavior modification, and alternative education programs sdch as

. . . y . - 4
work-study programs or special classes. Gorton describes othe/yapproaches

. v . . - : ’ iy

6

y - o,

students and teachers felt that the behavior clinice ..re genera]ly“worthwhi]e'



T such as a student ombudsman, qr1evance comm1ttee t6 hear and take act1on on

students concerns about the1r school "cr1s1s rooms" to. he1p students ca]m

N

down prior ‘to return1ng to the c]assroom Gorton doesn' t say that these

" types of measures w1]1 e]1m1nate dwsc1p11ne prob]ems, but he does fee1 that

proper]y 1mp]emented they could eventua]]y reducb the m1sbehav1or !

- Eckbreth (1978) c1tes prob]ems she feels are most common in the secondary
t .,’ A
schools, among them are: excess1ve talking in class, attent1on gett1ng

Vo act1ons, students f1qht1ng or threatenan to punch other students, stugdents
N

insulting-or being rude to others, and hab1tua1 tard1neSS

Nickerson (]978) deals w1th the student _as an znd1v1dua1 and d1scusses

I

the role of ‘the schools, mak1nq the assumpt1on'that 1F'schoo1s become more
persona] p]aces the anarchy found in those schoo]s will d1sappear In his
op1n1on, the prob]em can be ridhted 3f the'emphas1s is chanqed to the needs

of the ind}b{dual student from what is be1nq_taught,.the mechanics of opera—

R t@ghj/the building 1tse]f or other objectives. . i o7 - /;/
'A Behavioral Attitude ‘Change (BAC)’ program 1s d1scussed by,ﬁbchs, Feeq‘ﬁ
’ and Re1d (1978) Dea11ng with d1srupt1vé/c1assroom behav1or, lack of mot1-' L
vation, chron1c truancy from school or c1ass, lack of self- contro] ’d ) o
<¢_other s1m11ar prob1ems, the article descr1bes the 1ntrac1es of the BAC pro- i
' gram as it attempts to d?ﬂl“ﬂl;h’gt“de"t beha%1or mod{n1cat1on ,;"" . ‘
L = Glasker (1978) offehs 10 steps to ‘good d]§c1p11ne 1n'the schoo]s, stressing -

thaf his steps will only work in a school- where "people wou]d norma11y choose ~i;~

»

fo be - in the school Wh1ff is cont1nua11y str1v1ng to be a good, p1aoe“¢5“He
’ exp1a1ns that a good p1ace is one wheng,adm1n1strators support and participate
g rd
1n -an approach to d1sc1p11ne that teaches self-responsibility. <

Onewof the most exhausin and informative c1tat1ons rev1ewed was a report

*

a

- . / ‘ \
\\% by Fe]éhusen;(]Q]B) which deals with behavier prob]ems in the secondary schools.

L
! R L
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-The work -was an effort to review and- c]ar1fy "‘the prob]ems identify pauses,

L 4

and exam1ne programs  and procedures for remed1at1nq or prevent1ng such behav1or i

) However throughout the entire work there are only s]1ght!references to the
» ! \ -
types and extent of behav1ors to be- found “in the schoo]s The centra] tHeme

Q
" in most of the co]]ected cases rev1ewed s “that of student v1o]ence, eithgr’
“toward people or.property. ‘There are references to other behaviors as part

of thé overall prob1em but the part1cu1ar issue most often c1ted as the

’

‘ ‘serious one is that of violence.

One of the few works which does deal with a rather extensive listing of
[P

behav1ora1 prob]ems as well as.treatmentseis Dobson Dobson, and Kinkaid (1971)/
Their study hypothesizeg that Jun1or high schoo] students and teachers d1ffered
in their percept1ons of d1sc1p11nary prob]ems and in the prescr1pt1ons of treat-

ment for students’ who exh1b1t such behav1ora] prob]ems By means of a 11st

of 32 behav1ors based pr1mar11y on Wickman (1929), the1r f1nd1nqs.1nd1dated

- that teachers viewed defacing school property, petty th1every, physical attack

i

on teachers, truancy, general rudeness, and cheating on assignments -and/or .
. . . /

tests as the most serious of the items listed. Junfd{ high boys viewed smoking,

S cruelty or bullying, defaciné school property, cheating on class assignments

. : and/or tests, and comm1tt1ng petty th1every as the most ser1ous dunior high

v

'g1r1s viewed defac1ng school property, cheating on class ass1gnments, smok1ng,

» truancy, and committing petty th1every as the most serious. The differences .
R Cd
between students .and teachers regard1dq treatments for behaviors was obv1ous
. A
-~ with teachers prescr1b1ng more desirable treatments for d1sc1p11ne prob]ems

(e

In terms of the current study, th1s c1tat1on was one of the most ‘valuable

0 ~ since it was one of the few which even approach an emp1r1ca1 e{fort to determine
o ~
percept1ons and 1dent1f1cat1on of Spec1f1c student d1sc1p11ne problems:.

L er
+ . /

Thompson (1976) argues-that a very serious difference exists between

-

~

those thaviors which are legitimate discipiine problems (i.e. real) and those

> % . . <




' ‘ - . ' , ” ) ' . /
. B TN , . . . :
behaviors Nhith are mere]y Qerceiwed by the teacher to"be discipline prob]em§.‘ .
’ ' He contends that. not on]y are many phys1o]og1ca] and psycho]og1ca? rob]ems

of students 1ncorrect]y be1ng dealt-'with as d1sc1pTTne prob]ems, he even " .

.

argues that too much d1sc1p]1ne in the classroom is counterprqduct]ve. Thompson's

thesis is that teachers shou]d learn to differentiate.between real and per-
" s.ceived discipline problems. =, e b ; o . : o

-

7/

Rationale
—ﬁ—._-—— -

~*0f all the works reviewad, ,only Wickman (1929) and Dobsori (1971) pre- A

Ve
A B

‘? actually occurlng 1n the schoois. of those two tudies, ‘the mone authori-
"‘q ’ \ . ‘<

i L vtat1ve was W1ckman 'S whlch is now approx1mate1y fifty years-old. Dobson S
work, albeit well done, could not be generallzed beyond his ;pec1f1o study

s
o group in axdhn1or h1gh school in F]orlda and, - further, simply se]ected thirty-
: - - : ‘ . . : §
" two of wickman's original list of undesirab]e behaviors. Clearly, a more
%

current list of student m1sbehav1ors is 1ack]nq in the literature. The f1rst

ob3ect1ve of this study, therefone, was to qenerate a new list of student mis- -

‘behaviors based on current educational literature and validated.by educatrona]

A ’ ) . ' —

theoreticians and practitioners in the field.

5

Thompson (1976) very conv1nc1ng]y argues that not all undesirable

K ~ student behav1d?s/yan be Just1f1ab1y regarded as" d1sc1phane problems. He

he -

contends that there—are tww types of -discipline prob]ems: real and perceived,
[P ” - . . ' vy s
S presumably‘real being a subsét %r perceived. Realizing that philosophically

~ . -
oLt and psychologically this is a very strong argument, one must'sti]l,accept the | .

fact that it is tﬁe practitioner on'the line and not the theoretician who
‘must deat with itudent behavior on a day-to-day basis. This obvious paradox

.ga\i;iise,to the second objective of the study which was to determine which

v o, ’ T ‘ “ 9

-
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of those undes1rabTe student behavwors are perce1ved by teachers and adm1n- '
& ¢ . :

istrators to be d1sc1p11ne prob]ems ) - ” S ;," g )

,‘-$\\T iy Once hav1ng 1dent1f1ed a student m1sbehav1or as a d1sc1p11ne prohTem
| ~ -

whether real orﬂhere]y perce1ved then the obvious quest1ons ar1se How

often does it occur7 If or when it: dqgs occur, - how ser1ous is” the problem

%

/ : perce1ved to be? If, or when 1t ~does occur, “how much does the behav1or

N L)

interfere with the.Tearn1ng.env1ronment?
. . \ 7
: MethodoTogx . o . | -

The Tist of student m1sbehav1ors which formed the bas1s for the instru-

A~
<

. ment was collected dur1ng the 11terature search ' The 1n1t1a1 Tist was ‘a
=J A compn]}ﬁ1a& of all those statements by the rev1ewed authors wh1ch de11neated
studé/t behav1ors, manner1sms or character1st1cs y1ewed as causing concern or
\ ’ egpré%s]?‘@%ted as d1sc1pT1nary in nature This 1n1t1a1 :1st was qu1te exten—‘
- . s1ve and conta1ned ‘a Targe number of obvious dup11cat1ons as well as items

o

"~wh1ch cou]d hard]y be 1nterpreted as d1sc1p11ne probTems The 11st was ed1ted

to remove those dup11ca ed 1tems as well as to. 1mprove the c]ar1ty of the .re-

tained items, ° Co o ' ’/’T\\\

ok ; : , : o
Lhe revised Tist was fsubmitted to d panel of experts consisting of eight

’;schoTaqs and administrators From both the university and secondary schooT
b
//f TevéTS'“ The panel members were spec1f1ca11y 1nstructed not to determ1ne wh1ch

1tems_wereo1n£fact d1sc1p11ne probTems ‘but rdther were to Judge whether the -

“items were undes1rab1e student behav1ors wh1ch were of concern to educators

Add$t1ona11y, they were asked to review the list for dup11cat1ons and amb1—

guities and to determine“whether any further ttems were needed. The resuTt ‘of

the forego1ng\progess ‘was a va11dated list of 101 student m1sbehav1ors whﬁch

_eraT';oncern to educators ‘ It does not rep sent soTeTy a T1st of

N N .
i‘/ ~ ' 9 !
-, . ) i -

. ) . N . R
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_student discip]ine problems,'butrathe;/énc]udes discipline problems among
other types of m1sbehav1ors ] f ) B i

- The list of student m1sbehav1ors was then 1ncorporated 1nto an instru-
_\ment in two sect1ons Sect1on one cons1sts~of a ]etter to the respondent
- | exp1a1n1ng the purpose of the study and a b1ograph1ca] ‘data. sect1on which . .
1nc]udes. sex of respondent type of hoo] s1ze of schoo] h1qhest degree
' t

- ,. held, grades taught magor sthect area type of pos1t1on held, aﬁd years of

4
”’exper1ence Sect1on two 1nc1udes~§ set of 1nstruct1ons followed by’ the vali-

¢
£
&

dated list of studeni m1sbehav1ors b&th spaces prov1ded for the required reJ’///

\\\\\ sponses - ' )
- , 3 N ' . .
The instructions indicate that the respondent is to o through the lTist

' of/s;udent‘behaviors and check those items'he perceives to be discipline

. problems (Part A). He is‘then'asked to go through.the ]fst a second time and
‘ h v .
rate each prev1ous1y checked 1tem ‘in three areas frequency of occurrence

(Part B]), Tevel of ser1ousness (Part B2), and degree of interference (Part B3)

The rating scales are as follows:, -t ’ : = B

.4
Frequency of Oé@urence,- Part B 1:
- : [ . '

Never observed - .
Once or more in semester .7
Once or more monthly \ \ A
Once or more weekly * ' B : -
Once or more qa11y_

Y ¢

BWN—=0O

- Level of Seriousness - Part B 2E"( -

Not concerned . '
. Slightly concerned o ) y L J
Moderately concerned . S - ‘

Very concerned . o - .
Extremely concerned ’ -

BWN—O

Degree of Interference - Part B 3:
Doesn't -interfére =

Disturbs only one or two students

Disturbs surrounding students » s v
Temporarily distracts entire class ' :
C]ass must be stopped until s1tuat1on is corrected

HWN—O

=1 -

- ) . 11 ” C ¢ & L
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Thevcomp]et@d instrument is entitled ”éurvey of Discipline Prob]em

Behaviors in Indiana Secondary Schoo]s,” copyrioht 1979, by Purdue Research
oo Foundatlon '\".,, E ‘ . -
s A strat1fned random sample of all secondary level teachersfand adminis-

trators in Indiana was selected to receive the survey 1nstrumen During the

first week. of February a total of 1086 copies of the anonymous-but-coded in-

\
- . strument along wtth stamped, s¢l1f-addressed enve]opes were ma11ed. _Three
\ weeks later a follow-up letter was mailed to all those.persqns’who had not
returned the.completed instrument. After a total of five weeks,‘3ﬁ0 usable . -~ 7

.

"surveys had been returned. ' - .'| J_ ) S
The'instruments were then coded and transferred to data cards. Thé ¢
vStatlst1ca1 Package for the Soclal Sc1encei (SPSS) was utilized to ana]yze

i the data For the purpose of this specific paper on]y the frequencles pro=

S~

gram/was ut1112ed Because of the exploratery nature ‘of this pre]1m1nary

study, no spec1f1c hypothes1sﬂtest1ng/was done and s1mp]e descr1pt1ve ‘data

are presented in thlS paper. ' ' v -
- . f - - he . ) - 3

v T ' . . . . L
Findings . - - . . N
) - . of theP]O] student misbehaviors, only 47 were“pegce1ved to be d1sc1p11ne

prob]ems by a majority of the teachers respond1ng to the survey (N 248, see

T

Tab]e—Q) The percentage of teachers perceiving various behav1ors to be dis-

c1p]1ne prob]ems ranged from 12.1 percent for student act1v1sm (underground “
' newspapers' agitation, 9tc ) to 79.4 percent for ambtvalence, (Table 1).,
Co For the adm1n1strators respond1ng (N=25) the percentages ranqed from 16to\~
-percent for such behav1ors as- su]k1ng and tatt]1ng to 92 0 percent fbr ‘absen-
’ teeism (truancy) (Table 2). Even though both the ]owest and h1ghest percen-

tages were given by adm1n1strators, on]y 46 behaviors were perce1ved by over

50 percent of the adminjstrators responding to be problems in discipline,

O " 7 ‘ .4 ¥ ’ h . 12 R
IERJf: y (Table %l. . . N
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B . N ~ Table1 = .
S | : PP R 5 -
. . " Behaviors Perceived to be Discipline Problems by Highest Percentage of Teachers
e C ) © N=248 Lo ‘ o .
Pe . Al ’J'l‘ . h' “ " LT . . oy . . : N . . “~ ! > N ) - ' (
N ‘Rank ~ Behavior € e - .. "% Perceiving.
¥ ‘ ' SO Y S T to be-Biscipline
‘ 3 + - i ) LIS V - .‘-- < . . € ~T
1 Ambivalence (doesn™t care attitude) - 79.4.
- Yy o 2 ' Vandalism te-school property (cutting, breaking, o -
. ) » marring mirking) S . . 76.6 . :
s 3 Clowning/fgllish behavior - o ’ _ . 73.0
. 4 Disrespectful toward school personnel (insults,. - . a
. , rudeness, etc.) S ’ ' : 72.2 '
5 5 Tardiness to class , {i ‘ . X 70.6 L
6 .. Abusing privileges (hall, bathiroom, office, .etc.). 70.2 \ .
7.8 [ Cheating in class (on tests, projects, c1asswork,‘etc.)A 69.4 P
, Not paying attention in class or trying not Qp learn - 69.4 . -
9 . Infraction of school rules/policies T " 67.7 LR
10 Failing to bring books, paper, etc. T 67.3 .
1 ~101 - .»Student activism (underground. newspapers, agitétion, etc.) 12.1
. - D N
e e Table 2. ) \
s Behaviors Perceived to be Discipline Problems by Highest Percentage of Administrators
. ‘ . N=25 -
& - . . N
) e ' - % Perceiving
& Rank- . Behavior ‘ ' to be Discipline
- 9 Absenteeism (truancy) 92.0 -
2 " Tardiness to class 88.0
Skipping class 84.0
. Tardiness to school , 84.0 .
3-6 Infraction of school rules/policies 84.0
' Vandalism to schogl property (cutting, breaking,
- marring, marking, etc.)Ja& oo 84.0
7-8 [ Dgstroying own or other's property 80.0
Smok'ing, .chewing tobacco in any form g 80.0
9-10 [ Abusing privileges (hall, bathroom, office, etc.) 76.0
N .. Smok ing marijuana (before schopl) ° 76.0
’ Rejection of normal means, not ends 16.0
= 98-101 Rejection of values by demeanor 16.0
Suspicious of teacher/others 16.0
; 16.0

Tattling.

>
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* . An exam1nat1on F'Tab1es 1 and 2 reyeaTs an interesting, if notcsurprising,\

D a

S difference in those items perce1ved to ‘be d1sc1p11ne prob1ems by ‘the largest

s __.percentages ogvteachers and adm1n1strators. As one m1ght expect, the teachers'

. ‘ top ten 1nc1uded pr1mar11y beh v1 rs which cou]d be character1zed as fa1r1y

.. passive dispTays of negat1ve a t1t des amb1va1ence, c1own1ng/foo11sh behav1or,”
R d1srespectfu1ness, tard1ness to ¢l SSs cheat1ng, not pay1nq attention or trying
,not to 1earn fa111ng to bring books and paper (Table 1) The top ten Tist.for

- the adm1n1strators centered around more active types of behaviors: absenteeism

-'(truancy), sk1pp1ng c1ass, vanda11sm to schoo1 property, destroy1nq own or{

other™s - property, smok1nq, smoking mﬁr13uana before school (Table 2). Both

-

lists 1nc1uded/“9ld1ness to c1ass, abusing pr1v11eges, and vanda11sm to schoo1 o

v

property 7
| Table 3 Tlists the ten most frequent]y observed student behav1or prob1ems
, as rated by'teachers Aga1n, amb1va1ence heads the 11st for teachers, w1th
tardiness to class and.not paying attent;on in class or try1ng not to 1earn,
appearing as repeat.items from Table 1. - Iab1e 4 gives the eguivalent results’
= for administrators. ‘Headino the frequency iist for administrators was -the
rather genera] misbehavior of infraction of schoo1 ru]es/po1icies followed
~. by tardiness to school andfabusing privt]eges (hall, bathroom, office, etc.) . -
.The apparent jmplication of these two Tists 1s that both teachers and adm1n1s-
trators perceéive the most frequently occur1ng student masbehaV1ors to be those.
eneral with passive. rather than active offences and 1mp1y lack oﬁ

LY .
mot1vat on on the parts of - the offend1ng students rather than destruct1veness

J(—_N\Bm aggressiveness. -0 , , ¢

dea11ng'1n
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. a ‘7%ab1e 3 R . -
hehaviors Rated Highest by Teachers on Frgqucné;ﬁgT‘Obscrvatiqﬁ-
o \ ' Sy . Mean )
Rank Behavior . L . #  Rating
"‘—z - L —— N ) l/,//, . .
1 ~ Ambivalence (doesn't care -attitude) . ;/ 3.50 .
-2 Not paying attention in class or trying not to Jéarh 3:45 4
3 Not following instructions : ) ) }&/ 3.44
4 7 Failing to bring books,”paper, etc. - ” 3.41
5-6 € Idleness ‘ T - +3.40 .
Running in the halls . : . 3.40
Y AR Inattentiveness (daydreaming, etc.) . 3.37
‘8 .. “Failing to do homework ~ 3.33
Squirming, fidgeting - ' " 3.30.
9']0_ [ Tardingss’to gﬂass WA 3.30
R ’ ','/ P o
Table 4 ' —
Behaviors Rated Highest by Administratpés on FrEqdency of Observation
{ - . a
A S . . P * Mean
Rank Behavior ) . . Rating
1 Infraction of school rﬁleS/po]icies ' - 3.7%
2 - Tardiness to school - 3.67-
3 Abusing privileges (hall, bathroom, office, etc.) s 3.63 .
& Squirming, fidgeting 0 - 3.62 .
5 "Not following instructions 3.60
6 Tardiness to class - +3.59
Failing to do in-class assignments - 3.54
7-9 [ Failing to do homework o ’ 3.54
. Failing to turn in homework when due 3.54
10 Ta]king/yithout permission ) - 3.4
)(i;v
. -
v 4
) i
- ? ™
. ﬂv\

v
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Tab]es 5 and 6 present these student misbehaviors perce1ved by teachers

A

and adunn1§ixators, respect1ve1y, as’ being of the most sérious nature if, Of

Y

when they’ shou]d occur Teachers cons1dered hom1c1des (actua] or attemptEd)f-

" at the top of the 1ist fo11owed by use of drugs other than mar13ugna«?wh1]e -

at schoo1) br1ng1ng weapqns to school or schoo1 funct1ons, rape or attempted
rape, then smoking marijuana (wh11e at“schoo1) Adm1n1strators perce1Ved the
most serious student m1sbehav1ors to be use of drugs other than mar1Juana A:-
(wh11e at: schoo]) fo]]bwed in order by use of drugs other than marijuana (@%;

fore school), providing illegal substances (se11ng,kg]v1ng away, trading,
\ . .

) etc.), use of a1goh5i (while at school), smoking marijuana (before school) s’

’
r

and use of marijuana (while at sihoo1)} This provides :-an interesting con~

trast in that teachers terided to \perceive violence @s bejing the most-serious

Jba‘/pe of‘student misbehavior while administrators perceived drug and drug re-

lated a%fﬂv1t1es to be most ser1ou;

Tab] s 7 and 8 11st those studént misbehaviors perce$ ¥ by téachers and

adm1n1strators as caus1ng the greatest degree of interference w1th an orderly -
teach1ng/1earn1nq process if, or when; they should occur. Teachers p]aced
str1k1ng teacher at the top of the Tlist, fo]]owed by hom1c1des (actual or
attempted), defiance (openly and boldly res1st1ng), and injuring others %in-
tent1ona]) . Administrators rated threateninq teacher highest'in degree-pf .
interference, followed by angry outbursts, respondtng/d1srespectfu11y to teacher
and threat of physical violence.,

" Complete data for all 101 items on all four rat1ngs by teachers and

administrators, from which Tables 1 throughog were extracted, are presented

in Table 9.



> . L . St Table-5

Behaviors Rated ‘Highest by Teachers on Level of Seriousness

-
’ - ~ o R

x
1)
Y
=

\

’ Raﬁk ‘.Behav%oré; . ‘ ' ( — Rating
] 1 Homicides (actual or attempted) , 3.69
. Use of drugs other than marijuana (while at school) 3.56
-3 Bringing weapons to school ot school- functions 3.55
4-5° '[ Rape or attempted rape . ;.- 3.5]
i Smoking marijuana (while at school) 3.51
6 . -Striking teacher , ' 3.50
9.8 [ Threatening teacher ' - e, 3.47
SOF Use of drugs other than marijuana (before school) - 3.47
e Use of alcohol (while at ‘school) C . 3.4]
L0 Theft : L : 3.38

/ L ) -, ,
g . o
7
- ) ‘ “ -
. .
' <
Table 6 “
Behaviors Rated Highest by Administrators on Level of Seriousness . -
&
t : Mean

Rank . Behaviors . o . , Rating
1 Use of drugs other than marijuana (while at school) = 3.92
2 é : [ Use of drugs other than marijuana (before schog1) 3.86

A - Providing illegal substances (selling, giving away, /

: trading, etc.) ) ' © 3.86
4 Use of alcohpl (while at school) 3.82
5 Smoking marijuana (before school) 3.79

6 , Smoking marijuana (while at school) 377
7.8 [ Threatening teacher : . v 3.67
. Use of alcohol (before school)" 3.67
9-10 - [ Threatening other students : . 3.57

5 vandalism to school property (cutting, breaking,

’ marking, marring, etc.) _ 3.57
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1

' )‘ Behav1ops Rated. H1ghest by Teachers on Degree of Interferegge - o

.'\" Lo .o S . i . P

[ Mean -, :
Rank . Behavfgﬁq ", (é-f . . _Rating” Lo

A )'L’ﬁ

) \'Str1k1p§ Yeacher '
, _Homicides (actual or attempted)
Injuring others (intentional) ';\d’

Oefiance (openly and boldly resisting)
) - Rape or attempted rape (f//\\
. 5-7 [ Threatening teacher - : e

RS T < Threat of - physical "violence

> - Hitting, fighting with other students

/ 9-10 [ Angry outbursts - .
g Respond1ng d1srespectfu11y to teacher '

,
H W —

OO0 J—— =W
NNOWW W —WNW
.
X
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Table 8 .4
.Behaviors Rated Highest by Adﬁinistraters on Oegree of Interfe?ence
‘6 . . ,
Mean

- \ Rating

-, . ‘ " k
Rank- ' . Behavior S
1 & Thggatening teacher
2 7> Angry outbursts -
- [ Responding disrespectfully to teacher <
¢ Threat of physical violence

NN

5 Confrontations with authority fiqures (arguments,
bold and open def iance)

6 Disruption of class/school routine

7 - - Oisorderly, rebellious (alienation from authority)

g8

9

e s

Using foul, obscene, abusing language

: Throwing obJects (spitballs, paperwads, rocks, rubbér
- e bands, etc.)/ € .
10 Oefiance (ggenly and boldly resisting)

~ VOOO OO —H

n N NN W G L W W
f
oo NN W O
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- Sunmary of Ratings of 101 Student M]Sbehj;viors by Teachers and Admnistrators

v ?' E it : ¥ | . |

Y e 4 Perceiving Mean equency * Méan Level = Mean Degree .
' s Discipling *  of Offerfation- of Seriousness of Interference
- ; ! Adminis- - Admms- dninis- Admints-
Benavior. - | -)’eachers trators mhers trators - Teachers| trators  Teachersitrators .o -
K Abse‘ntemsm (excused but eXcesswe) S8 0 2% | 38 205 N 3060 | L2 LT
2 Msedteeisn (truancy) ) 856 | 9.0 | 28 3 28 b 326 | L0
3. Husing privileges (.haH bathroem A - < : | o
office, etc.). . 70.2-, 1 76.0 9,96 .|'3.63 (. 2.49 2.74 1.4 ].71
"4, :Agiressive behavior (bul]ylng, I R R - - A
* attempts to dominate) . 51.1 5.0, -9.38 [ 25777 Sh 2.9 R 22
5. Ambivalence [doesn't care att1tude)&ﬁk C70.80 5000 | 350 1320 37 | am s L8
6. Angry outbursts . -8 | 480, | 200 |25 w88 | 283 300 3N
. N hggogance/dntagonism 532 | 56,0 246 | 2.7 247 2.79 L0500 | 2ae
8. Blaming others (not assumng s | — | : A T
responsibility) T 5.1 o [ 2N LT 24 227 1.5, <1 L0,
9, Brmgmg parnographic materials to- o . I o
- school/class 26,2 3.0 |.0.65 |12 2.0 .2.12 VLI IR K
10, Bringing we;)ons to school or ' 7 1T S ol
- school functions 9.0 | -40.0 104 |00 3.5 1,330 | a0
11, Cheating in clags -(on tests, pro;;ects : . o e
classwork, etc.) | 69.4 64.0 200 | 2500 {0 297 288 | T8 | L&
12, (heating outs1de d%ss {p! agamzang, \ , ' '
' COpymg homework, . 46.8 44,01 2.3 2.2 008 | 2,46 0,98 1.10
13, Clowning/foolish behavwr 13.0 52.0 3.19 1,00 2,19 .54 1 2.8 2.2
" 14, Conflicts between ethmc/racxa] - ‘ ] ‘ T

- group b 8.2 | 8.0 | 099,] 0.7 259 | 204 |28 |3 .

" 15. Confrontations with authorlty figures| . _ y _ W
.. {arquments, bbTd and open defiance) | 62.9 64.0 200N [ 2.5 3.10 3.5 3.01 .00 .
16, Defjance (openly and boldly resisting) 62.5 | 60.0 | 1.8 | 2.00 305 |33 LD
. 17, Destroying own or other's property 66.9 80.0 214 | 2.2 3.2 \3 10 1.9 IR,

18, : Dirty hands face, body odor -, ' . : A
. fpersonal hygiete) 1| W0.| 247 | 29 | 249 214 1.58 | 1.5
18, W¥fisorderly, rebellious (ahenatwn : ' : : ’ ' R
- “from authority) 5.5 48.0 2.0, | 238 .| 302 2,92 2.9 2,92
« 0. Disrespectful toward school persona1 o 1 . ]
" (insults, rudeness, etc.) - 72.2 72.0 2,42 2.4 7,1 22 245 1259
2. D1srespectfuftoward other students 6d.5 .| - 56,0 3.00 | 2.93 306 79 2.3 1.83
22, Disruption of class/school routines 61.7 60.0° | 2. 3.13 2,88 L1 |- 3.0 93
© 23 Fating/drinking in class (candy, food, . S ;. !
" g, ete) /7 s | a0 |2 | 3% | 8 | e |1 |1
4. Failing to bring books, paper, etc. | 613 | 60.0, 341 | 33N 280 | 240, ) T [ 16
: 20

* Table 9

.




1 Perceiving :

- Mean.Frequency

Mean Level

"N

Mean Degree

—8L-

As Discipline . of Observation .~ of Serfousness ° o Interference
-__T-Adminis- * | Adninis- Adminis- | Adminis- -
' Teachers| trators - . Teachers| trators " Teachers trators ‘Teaghérs trators
0.9 | 4.0 | 3 | 38 | 2% | a8 | 146 |l
. g 60.9 44,0 .33 3.54 ' ((3.00 2.6 | LA 1.3
2.  to turn in homework when due |  53.6 40 3.28 3.54 2.89 2.13 AR, 1.82
28, (cards, .penny-tossing, etc.)| 30.2 3¥%.C 1.3 N 2,25 2.4 < 207, | L.g8
29, Getyimout of seat without per- v \ o | ' '
- mighon/oving, about by ] w0 | as e o200 | o200 | 23
=300 group activities 3951 3.0 2.09 1,62 2.60 - | 250 2.90 .38
3. g,/fighting with other students| 52.8 64.0 .87 |x 2.50 2.95 3.2 310 2,03
32. b, yelling | 2.4 | 4,0 | 274 | 338 (- 28 .| 1.9 2.9 2,36
33, Homictdes (attempted or actual) - 22,6 | 8.0 | 0.4 01 | 369 ¢ 300 |33 | 280
2" 34, Hyperactivity (abnormally active) 40,3 RO AN 2,38 *2:38 2,00 | 229 | 2.00
- 35 Idleness : 0.2 | 4.0 | 3.4 .67 |0 | AR 1,15 1,33
"3, Injuring others (intenttonal) 33.5 44,0 1.12 1,64 | 338 3,00 3.23 218,
' 37, Injuring self (intentional) 20,6 .28.0 0.6 " | 0.43+ .33 300 | 302 | 200
38, Tlgnoring teacher . ¢ | 57.3 5.0+ | 2.9 293 | 295 | 2.9 2,22 | LW
< %9, Inattentiveness {daydreaming, 2tc.) | 649 | 560 .| .Y 3.21 2,65 2.50° 1,21 138
40, . Infraction of school rules/policies 87,7 ¢ 840 I B I N 2,99 3.19 2N 2,00
41, Interfering with work ofiothers 53.6 80 | 308 275 3.00 2,02 ] 2.4 1.92
8. Lying (to teacher, others) g5 ) 60 | 285 | oam |03 | a7 | o145 | 129
43. Making Toud noises/lagghing at ‘ A - -
_+ ‘inappropriate times © 5.3 | 440 2,86 3.00 2.5 2.7 2.9 2.64
184, Making obscene gesturés . 1.9 | 0 | L | o200 | 25 | a6 | 28 | 2.3
- 85, Name calling”’ v ‘ 50.0 5.0 2.81 4 3.00 2,59 2.29 2.3 2,00 .
- 4, Negative attitudes toward authorities| 63.3 64.0 3.03 302 |%. 3.08 3.19 1.86 |- 213
] 1. Negative:attitude toward schoo! * 66.9 64.0 3.2 38 | 499 |- 3N 1,63 1.88
88, MNoide (pencil or foot tapping, etc.) | 48.0¢ | 3.0 305 |« 288 2.09 2.12 2.3 2.12
49, Not following instructions « 6.3 0.0 34 | .64 2.94 2.8 1.83 2,33
50, Not paying attention in class or A ' . ‘ \
brying not- to learn LR | s | c3as | o3 308 | 283 | L8028
51, Note passing _ . 4.8 |. 2.0 _2.66 2,60 1.1 1,60 1,59 1.60,
52. . Obscene notes/writings/graffiti 3.9 520 | 1.85 2.15 2 2.46 1.62 4.7
§3, Passive evasion (hiding, delaying, | ’
- -stalling on errands, etc.) 44.8 40.0 243+ 2,40 229 2.20 1,22 1.20
54, Students picketinqvgf student strikes|. 16, 24,0 0.33 0.33 2.10 2,17 2,33 .60
-85, Profafity 66, §0.0 6. | 280 | ' 2.82 3.00 2.2 1.9
86, Providing i1legal substances (selling; ' ' . .
. giving away, trading, etc.) T 423 5.0 | 1.40 1.93 3.3 | .86 2,10 | a2
57, Protests, political 129 2.0, | 0.4 2.02 2,00 2,05 200
59, Protests, racial e 24,0 0.2 2.5 2.3 2.5 .50,
5. Racial or ethnic oriented distur- |~ o ) ) _ '
‘bances between individuals .6 24.0 0.64 | 0.33 2.67 2,50 2.7 2.50
i \ \.v K— .8
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( L .
C o %Perceivipg  Mean Frequefcy Mean Level  Mean Degree
. &ﬁg@h%"OMMmhm “of Seriousness  of Interference
o Laninist | adeintse {ndntas- ninise
C U Teachers|tratorst  Teachers| trators  Teachers) trators * Teachers| trators
80, Rape br attehpted rape . ™ no | e |- oo | s | amo | | ee
61, Reading nqprﬁchool related materials | o g : SUNRE TRV S
in class ; b -‘%8.0 2.33 2.9 1.75 2,29 1.0 1.2
62. Rejectiof of normaf meats, not ends | 18.] 60 | 245 | 200 | 246 | 15 | LB | LIS
63, Rejectjon of values by demeanor  |j 6. 6o |osm 2s 1 oam | a0 | 200 f 10t
64, Respofiding disrespectfully to teacher| 55.2 60.0 249 { 273 3.12 3.3 .00 ] 307
5. Ritualism (clubs, gangs, cliques, etc) 19.0° | 2.0 P 172 0.9 .9 | 2.4 1,57 157
66, Rurining in the halls . 5.3 .| 56.0 3.40 : | 3.08 2.15- 2.00 1.30 1,58
67, Shyness, timidity, withdrawing from - oo o -
: social interaction 1305 32,0 2.88 2.62 2.5 2.12 0,87 . 0.50
68, , Skipping class 58.5 84.0° 2.62 .06 | 2N .33 0,69 0.95
69, Sleeping in class, " §5.2 3%.0 | 236 2.33 2.8 2.2 L0 LU
70, Slovenly manner/appearance ol | %030 o 300 2.5 2,89 7.1 LM
71, Smoking/chewing tobacco in any form | 48.4 8.0 | 253 | 2.8 2.61 | 2.85 1.12 1.3
72, Smoking marijuana {before schogl)- 49,2, 76.0 1/ T T IR 3.9 1 1.8 1.29
oo “Smoking marijuana (while at, s??bol) 49.8 52.0. 152, | 1.5 KR I 42,05 1.08
v T4, Socially delinquent behavior (inde- | - = - . S . ‘
. cent exposure, etc.) . 21.0 2.0 | 049, -] 067 | 310 ‘Ml 2.86° 2.00
/75, Squirming, fidgeting g0 om0 | 3300 | e ] 23 | o2 | L LB
v 76, Stealing exams or tests 26,2 40.0 0.46 2.9 3.10 2.89 1.59 211
77, Stimulating collective behwvior | | | . S . -
(crowds, gangs, mobs, etc,) NI 3%.0% | 107 | LI 2.76 2.0 2.59 2
78, .-Striking teacher 21,0 | 4.0 0.2 0.3 3.50 2.50 3.53 2.6
19, Student activism (undergrownd | | | . | ¥
" newspapers, agitation, etc.) | 8.0 |} .0.33 0.43 2,05 .| 1.86 1.26 1.33
© 80, Sulking ' 00 [Foe |2 | 2n | le0 | 1B | 0.6
81, Suspicious O teacher/others. %0 | 208 | 250 | 23| 28 | 1B L&
82, Talking without permission 60,0 360 |30 [ 2% 2,1 2.65 201 -
83. Tardiness to class < . 88.0 3.30 3.5 2.6 . | 313 2.2 2.4
84, Tardiness to school .+ 840 |- 3.9 )3.67, 2.5 - 3.09 1.73 2.10
85, Tattling 16.0 .2\36' b 1,75 1.67 | 125 1.47 1.50
86, Teasing 28.0 2.9 2.8 2.0 1.86 1.9 2.29
87, Theft ™ 7.0 1.9 | 2.3 1.8 1.4 2.0 2.00
88, Threatening teacher 48.0 0.93 1.3 341 1 387 303 ;0 A
89, Threstening other students . 56,0 | -1.86 | 204 | 326 {39 2.9, | 0
90.. Threat of physical violence © 5,0 | .62 | 109 126 o 350 | 303 | 30
9, Throging objects (spitballs, paper o _ ‘ | : ;
wads{ rocks, rubber bands, etc.) | 56.5 60.0 |+ 2.38 2.60 2.6 | “2.80 273 1| 1280
92, Turning in assignments late - 29 | 4.0 3.09 | %.00 2.63 2.80 0.9 | 1.0
93, Usg of alcohol ?H'fore school) 3.5 | 60.0 1.2 0 3.8 167 | 180 | 1.8
e e |85 b 00 B e B
." I I 4
L4 » .
2
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, _ 4 % Perceiving ,'MMHmmw Yeangleve! MMMWW
po N As Discipline © of Dbservation - - 'of Seriousness ofm&ﬁwmm
‘ , Adninis- ) Mminis- Adminis-‘ " Adminis-
. Behavior , thgtmmm‘ Teachers| trators - Teachers| trators Teachersf trators -
W, Use of algorol (wileat school} | BT | M0 | 098 | 15 | 340 fue | an | 208
95 Use of drugs other than marijuana - Co] - ‘ //' ‘
. «[before school) - | NN 50,0 1,09 1,00 (TS IR R R B R
9, Use of drugs other thgn marijuana . ' , !
~ {while at school)’ 35.9 52.0 0.9 00 | 356 | 3.8 2,26 7 2.0
97, Using foul, obscene, abusing - , o ' R 4§ : )
* Janguage T O X A 2 AT L 8
%mewmmmmekaf‘ \ .y B B
Lbreakmg, marring, marking, -etc.) 76.6 8.0 |, 2.2 21 3% .| Y 2,14 . 2,00
© 99, "Vandalism to community property 39.] 60 (¢ |- L8 | 33 3N .n 5 1.22
100, Verbal hostility , 48.8 52,0 2,66 2.62 3,15 3.00 2,92 Al
\vm Violations of dress code 2.6 | WO 1.8] .60 | 1.9 | 1.80 ﬂ62 1.80 ,
% Y
}' Vi
, ) 11
{
\
1 B I
)
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Conclusions '
Although forethe pUrbaéés of this presentation tests of statistical

i 1nference were not made several general observations_can be made.

’ : Many wr1ters cqntqnue to pub11sh books, monographs, and articles on the

subgect of student discipline. Many of these works approach_the.subject

"from the perspect1ve of the theoritician or philosopher whose view may or
may not be of 1mmed1ate, or even 1ong range, applicability. Most of the re-
mainder are der1ved from first hand observations of pract1t1oners, whose views
must 1og1ca11y be affected by the1r own biases and experiences. There is
very 11tt1e current obJect1ve s research based 1nformat1on ava11ab1e to

# he1p 1dent1fy wh1ch student»dnsc1p11ne problem are actually be1nq faced and
in what frequencies by educators in the field. w1thout this 1nformat1on it
does not seem probab]e that teachers, adm1n1strators, program deve1opers or

b teacher—tra1ners can effect1ve1y utilize educational p1ann1ng processes to

S improve the teacher's ability to effect1ve1y deal with discipline problems.

: The sém11ar1t1es between Tables 1 and 3 and between Tables 2 and 4 1mp1y
that the student misbehaviors occurring frequent]y may "well be the same as
those misbehaviors wh1ch are more likely to be perce1ved by both teachers and
administrators to be discipline prob?ems. On the other hand, there is apparent]y
little hope for.reaching a consensus ahong teachers—f which misbehaviors

- - actually constitute discip]ineﬂProb1ems. .If over 32 percent of teachers and =

'28 percent of administrators perceive dirty hands and face, body odor (per-
ssonal hyg1ene) to be a problem of d1sc1p11ne, then 1t is d1ff1cu1t to conceive
of any undesirable" student behavior which wou]d not be perce1ved by at 1east

some educators as d1sC1p11ne problems. Obviously, there is a need for pre—
"service and inservice tra1n1ng of both teachers and adm1n1strators in identi-

fy1ng those behaviors which. const1tute legitimate discipline prob]ems as

J
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opoosed-to physio]ogica], psychological, "and other types of problens; It
uould seem apparent that these latter problems might be handled different]y
if they were identified as something other than discip]ine problems. For
example, the student who is s]eeoing in c]ass might-we]1»be on drugs, he
J’might be working ni ~to support-himself or his family, or there hnght be
temporary djgruptaons at home which -interrupt normal sleep routines. fo
‘automatically label all student behaviors which are irritatino'to the teacher
as disciplinary in nature is a]most,certainﬁy a mistake. | ;o e

In general, it does appear that those student misbehaviors which occur
most frequent]y, as perce1ved by both adm1n1strators and teachers, tend to
be fairly pass1ve in, nature It is encourag1ng to note that none of the
most frequently observed m1sbehav1ors appear ‘on eﬂther the list of the most
serious or the 1ists of the most interfering prob]ems. Thus, the problems
teachers and administrators must deal with most frequently are é{early not

_ of the most grave nature. ‘ ‘.

In conc]us1on, the f1nd1nqs of this study suggest, not surprisingly,
that teachers, who dea] with the. 1ndqv1dua] classroom work: Of the student,
hold different percept1ons of st&d//t discipline than adm1n1strators, who
must be coencerned w1th the prob]e?s of the schoo] at 1arge F1fty years
ago, wickman concluded that teaohers regarded as most serious those problems
which transgressed their moral sensitivﬁties and authority Qr which frusf
trated their immediate teaching pu;bOses.“The current Study indicates the ¢
same finds of problems exist today and are still perceived to be diséip]inary
in nature by both teachers and administrators; however, a remarkab]e chapge
has taken p]ace regarding the kinds of problems perce1ved to be most serious.
The educator of teday considers the most serious student m1sbehav1ors to be

those of a violent or drug.re]ated nature, even though not faced with such

-
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problems at a high level of frequency. Indeed, the relative infrequency of

such prob]ems in Indiana schools must be interpreted as a very pggitive note

in the general clamor over student’violence, :
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